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Abstract: 
It is widely accepted that innovation is precursor to competitiveness and growth. It is also believed that 
the innovative performance of a country is linked with its investments in R&D. Driven by such thinking, the 
devolved government of Scotland, spends considerable resources on promoting R&D in Scotland. This paper 
examines wide-ranging evidence, including that published by the Scottish Government, to show that 
innovation performance of businesses in Scotland is independent of its R&D expenditure and that Scotland 
cannot hope to become a more competitive region by spending more on R&D. There is thus a need of 
rethinking on innovation strategy in Scotland.  
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Introduction:  
 
There are two ways to assess innovation performance of businesses in a region. One, through 
an indirect approach where innovation inputs such as R&D expenditure are used to gauge the level 
of innovative effort and two, through a direct approach where innovation outputs, such as number 
or proportion of enterprises that develop new products, are used. For a long time the indirect 
approach was the only accessible route to this end, as data on innovation output was not available. 
From 1992 onwards, however, innovation output data emerged for EU from the community 
innovation surveys that have since been carried out eight times. These new statistics not only 
sharpen the focus on the level and content of innovation in European nations and regions, they also 
bring to light, as the following analysis shows, the fact that innovation inputs have not been telling 
us the true story. Government in Scotland, however, has continued to look at innovation 
performance of its enterprises through the tinted glass of indirect methods. As a consequence, the 
Scottish Government’s vision of innovation remains clouded.  
 
Innovation vision of the Scottish Government: 
 
Annual Scottish Economic Statistics and the periodical surveys of Scottish Business Attitudes to 
Research, Development and Innovation (for instance, Scottish Government, 2005) provide 
information on innovation in Scotland largely in R&D terms. The Scottish Government’s 
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consultation paper on Science and Innovation Strategy for Scotland (Scottish Government, 2006b) 
too projects the volume of R&D expenditure as being synonymous with the level of innovation. The 
Framework for Economic Development in Scotland (Scottish Government, 2004) identifies ‘R&D 
and innovation’ as one (and not two) of its key priorities, reinforcing the impression that the Scottish 
government does not consider R&D and innovation as two different phenomena but recognises 
them as two diverse manifestations of the same entity. The apparent assumption behind this 
approach is that R&D is the principal and the most influential input for innovation.  
 
R&D in Scotland: 
 
Three measures of R&D are in prevalent in UK, business enterprise R&D (BERD), government 
R&D (GovRD) and R&D by institutes of higher education (HERD). A fourth measure, Gross 
Expenditure on R&D (GERD), which is the sum of the first three is used to reflect the general state 
of R&D in a country or a region. In 2010, GERD in Scotland constituted 1.58% of GDP of Scotland, 
which was lower than the UK value of 1.78% of GDP. The Scottish BERD constituted 0.52% of the 
Scottish GDP whereas its UK value was 1.09% of GDP. BERD/GDP ratio for OECD was even 
higher, as shown in figure ‘i’. 
Figure i: R&D as a percentage of GDP 
 
 
Documents published by the Scottish Government reflect its concern over low BERD in 
Scotland as well as its belief that high BERD is required for economic growth. One such documents 
state, “The level of business investment in research and development as a proportion of GDP has been 
adopted by the Executive as a key target for improving Scotland’s long-term economic performance” 
(Scottish Government, 2003).  
 
Scotland’s low BERD/GDP ratio, which is around half of that for the UK, is augmented by its 
relatively high GovRD and HERD. It appears that the Scottish Government has been trying to prop-
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up low R&D by the Scottish businesses to make Scotland more innovative. Though, such intention 
is certainly commendable, the potential efficacy of this strategy is questionable as there is no 
evidence of a causal relationship between the volume of R&D expenditure in Scotland and the 
innovation performance of its businesses. For instance, though BERD as a percentage of GDP in 
Scotland is half of its UK value, as will be shown subsequently in this paper, innovation 
performance of Scotland is nearly as good as the UK average. Even more importantly, Scotland, 
despite relatively low BERD and low overall R&D, has done exceptionally well as a novel product 
innovator during the Community Innovation Surveys, CIS3 (European Commission, 2004) and CIS4 
(Scottish Government, 2007) and as a novel product innovator during CIS3 than any other UK 
region.  
 
R&D and innovation in the UK regions: 
 
Table 1: R&D in UK regions, 2006-2010 
 
Gross R&D 
2006 
Gross R&D 
2007 
Gross R&D 
2008 
Gross R&D 
2009 
Gross R&D 
2010 
Business 
Enterprise 
R&D 2006 
Business 
Enterprise 
R&D 2007 
Business 
Enterprise 
R&D 2008 
Business 
Enterprise 
R&D 2009 
Business 
Enterprise 
R&D 2010 
North East          501 554 551 550 536 292 331 318 308 297 
North West          2240 2672 2782 2607 2730 1623 2021 2130 1907 2047 
Yorkshire 
and The 
Hu 
900 981 991 1039 1053 384 436 433 452 491 
East 
Midlands       
1358 1458 1381 1454 1589 985 1062 976 998 1143 
West 
Midlands       
1252 1340 1223 1210 1251 915 995 886 847 892 
Eastern             4537 4945 5166 4938 4987 3650 3992 4182 3930 3986 
London              2659 2914 3049 2962 2957 882 1067 1109 909 902 
South East          4803 5153 5185 5509 5574 3347 3515 3466 3698 3758 
South 
West           
1901 1836 2017 2022 2113 1232 1229 1345 1277 1362 
Wales               493 606 525 530 527 216 308 243 243 244 
Scotland            1520 1742 1784 1914 1890 460 543 554 630 622 
Northern 
Ireland     
317 336 337 478 502 157 177 171 297 324 
Source: Scottish Business Statistics, 2012 
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Table 2: Innovation in UK regions, 2000-2012 
 
 
Innovation 
active 
Broader 
innovator 
Wider 
innovator 
Product 
innovator 
Process 
innovator 
Product + 
Process  
Product OR 
process 
North East           34.9 41.6 34.9 20.9 12.9 11.3 22.5 
North West           26.2 33.6 26.2 18.1 9.5 7.6 19.9 
Yorkshire and 
The Hu 28.5 37.4 28.5 18 10.3 7.2 21.1 
East Midlands       33 40.9 33 21.4 10.8 8.2 24.1 
West Midlands       31 40.7 31 18.4 10.8 7.3 22 
Eastern              34.5 42.6 34.5 20.4 12.6 8.3 24.8 
London               27.6 34.2 27.6 16.8 8.8 6.5 19.1 
South East           34.4 42.5 34.4 21.6 11.9 8.7 24.8 
South West           32.8 40.6 32.8 19.2 9.5 7.4 21.2 
Wales                32.6 43.3 32.6 19.9 11.5 8.5 23 
Scotland             29.5 35 29.5 15.1 8 5.1 18 
Northern Ireland    26.1 33.2 26.1 12.8 6.9 4.5 15.2 
 
 
 
Table 1 and 2 depict values of seven indicators of innovation in twelve UK government regions 
in terms of percentage of innovation active enterprises and two measures of R&D in millions of 
pounds at current prices between 2006 and 2010.  
  
If innovation is indeed R&D dependant, we should find businesses in regions spending 
proportionally more on R&D in various forms, exhibiting correspondingly high innovation. This, 
however, is not the case and as shown by the correlation matrix in Table 3, correlation between 
various measures of R&D and innovation is less than benchmark 0.5 in almost all the cases and. 
What is most important, however, is that only one set of correlation from the possible 96 parings is 
statistically significant either at 1% or at 5% level. It can thus be argued that regional innovation 
performance of businesses in U.K. does not depend on the corresponding extent of regional R&D 
investment.  
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Table 3 : Correlation Matrix : R&D  and Innovation  
 
Innovation 
active  
Broader 
innovator  
Wider 
innovator  
Product 
innovator  
Process 
innovator  
Both 
product 
AND 
process 
innovator  
Either 
product OR 
process 
innovator  
Gross R&D 2006  Pearson 
Correlation  
.318  .231  .318  .382  .321  .135  .471  
Sig. (2-tailed)  .314  .470  .314  .220  .309  .676  .122  
Gross R&D 2007  Pearson 
Correlation  
.288  .203  .288  .370  .316  .131  .459  
Sig. (2-tailed)  .364  .527  .364  .237  .317  .686  .134  
Gross R&D 2008  Pearson 
Correlation  
.275  .183  .275  .353  .299  .120  .438  
Sig. (2-tailed)  .387  .568  .387  .261  .346  .710  .155  
Gross R&D 2009  Pearson 
Correlation  
.287  .191  .287  .349  .286  .107  .434  
Sig. (2-tailed)  .366  .553  .366  .266  .367  .740  .159  
Gross R&D 2010  Pearson 
Correlation  
.286  .192  .286  .358  .286  .110  .440  
Sig. (2-tailed)  .368  .550  .368  .254  .368  .734  .152  
Sig. (2-tailed)  .191  .262  .191  .118  .146  .433  .054  
Business 
Enterprise R&D 
2006  
Pearson 
Correlation  
.423  .370  .423  .481  .450  .244  .579*  
Sig. (2-tailed)  .171  .236  .171  .113  .142  .444  .049  
Business 
Enterprise R&D 
2007  
Pearson 
Correlation  
.381  .333  .381  .466  .440  .238  .562  
Sig. (2-tailed)  .221  .291  .221  .127  .153  .456  .057  
Business 
Enterprise R&D 
2008  
Pearson 
Correlation  
.363  .308  .363  .445  .421  .225  .537  
Sig. (2-tailed)  .247  .330  .247  .148  .173  .481  .072  
Business 
Enterprise R&D 
2009  
Pearson 
Correlation  
.388  .330  .388  .448  .419  .219  .543  
Sig. (2-tailed)  .213  .295  .213  .145  .175  .495  .068  
Business 
Enterprise R&D 
2010  
Pearson 
Correlation  
.381  .326  .381  .454  .414  .218  .546  
Sig. (2-tailed)  .221  .300  .221  .138  .180  .495  .066  
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).      
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Innovation performance of businesses: Scotland versus UK: 
 
As mentioned earlier, the only credible direct evidence on regional and national innovation 
performance of enterprises in output terms comes from the Community Innovation Surveys. The 
Fourth Community Innovation Survey, CIS4 (Scottish Government, 2007) gives details of innovation 
performance of businesses in the UK for the period 2002-2004. It shows that 56% of Scottish firms 
are innovation active. In the UK, in comparison, the proportion of innovation activity firms in CIS4 is 
57%. 28% of businesses in Scotland are either product or process innovators whereas there are 
30% such enterprises in the UK. Scotland continues to have the highest proportions of novel 
product innovators in the UK. Amongst the Scottish product innovators, 65% introduced products 
that are new to the market, compared to 59% in the UK. Scotland also has a higher rate of turnover 
from sales of novel products. As figure ‘ii’ shows, innovation performance of enterprises in Scotland 
is on par with the UK average on two counts, on one measure of innovation, it outperforms the UK, 
whereas on four others, it underperforms the national average by small margins. This reinforces the 
argument that substantial differences in R&D spending do not result in very dissimilar innovation 
performance of enterprises between the regions and R&D investment in a region is a poor predictor 
of innovation outcomes. 
 
Figure ii:   Innovation Performance: UK and Scotland 
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Source: Graphics generated from data in the Fourth Community Innovation survey (Scottish Government, 2007)  
    
Another important aspect of innovation in Scotland against its occurrence in the UK is that 
the relatively marginal underperformance of the Scottish business in relation to the UK average is 
confined to its smaller firms. Large Scottish enterprises outperform or perform as well as their U.K. 
counterparts in innovative activities, as shown in Table 4. As business enterprise R&D is 
undertaken proportionately more by the larger firms this raises further doubts on plausibility of 
relationship between R&D and innovation.  
 
Table 4: Large Firm Innovation UK and Scotland, 1998-2000 
Innovations during 1998- 2000 
  
All firms Large firms* 
Scotland UK Scotland UK 
Percentage of enterprises undertaking 
innovation 44% 46% 73% 67% 
Product innovations new to the market 9% 8% 24% 18% 
Process innovations new to the market 5% 5% 12% 12% 
Source: DTI Innovation Survey 2001 * employment of 250 or more in the UK 
 
R&D and innovation in Scotland: 
 
Nearly two thirds of business R&D in Scotland occurs in pharmaceuticals, radio, TV & 
communications equipment (including electronic components) and precision instruments firms 
(Scottish Science Advisory Committee, 2006). In both output and employment terms these sectors 
constitute a very small fraction of the Scottish economy. In 2005, employment in these sectors was 
less than 3% of the total Scottish employment (Scottish Business Statistics, 2007). It is difficult to 
understand how business R&D, 67% of which occurs in 3% of the Scottish economy can 
significantly influence innovation in the rest of its 97%. The fact that 56% of all Scottish enterprises 
are innovation active, makes it obvious that a significant proportion of Scottish businesses 
innovation is not R&D driven. The fallacy of equating R&D with innovation, nonetheless, continues. 
The Consultation Paper on Science and Innovation Strategy for Scotland (Scottish Government, 
2006b) discusses innovation solely from an R&D perspective. What is surprising is that though the 
consultation paper explicitly admits that, “…business innovation covers a wide spectrum of activity, from 
at one end, innovation building on scientific advances, through to, at the other end, less science-based 
activity such as adoption of new business processes and new design. All can lead to competitive advantage, 
and we do not seek to value one more than another”, it nonetheless continues to discuss innovation 
from a strict R&D outlook and goes on to advise that Scotland should “…maintain or grow R&D in 
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sectors where Scotland is strong, attract investment into Scotland from multi-nationals willing to carry out 
R&D, increase R&D intensity in firms or sectors that are lagging behind, develop new R&D intensive sectors 
and create R&D intensive SMEs …and … increase involvement in the EU Framework Programmes for 
collaborative R&D”. Despite the admission cited earlier and despite absence of any evidence linking 
R&D investments in Scotland with innovation of its enterprises, such fixation with R&D is difficult to 
understand.  
 
It is not that the scientific community in Scotland is not aware of the precarious nature of 
relationship between R&D and innovation and that it has not brought this out to the notice of the 
Scottish Government. A working paper prepared for the Scottish Science Advisory Committee 
categorically states that “Innovation … is not restricted in terms of process or of outcome to science and 
technology matters, and not to R&D. R&D is but one possible input to innovation” (Scottish Science 
Advisory Committee, 2006). Yet the naïve belief, “R&D leads to innovations in the economy through 
the development of new products, services and processes” (Scottish Government, 2003) persists. It 
is obvious that the Scottish Government’s efforts to promote innovation in Scotland are 
handicapped by its focus on R&D and high-tech.  
 
The fact is that the vast majority of enterprises in Scotland use low-tech manufacturing methods 
driven not by tradition but by sound economic logic. As our research on innovation in small Scottish 
food companies show, the competitive advantage of these companies stems from the fact that, they 
use a labour intensive technology and that their products are hand finished (Vyas, 2009). This 
combination gives them agility to alter quickly their products in face of changing customer needs. 
Being low-tech thus is the essence of their innovation and making them high-tech and R&D driven 
would only compromise their innovative potential.  
 
Commercialisation of research by higher education institutes: 
 
Another field in which inputs are mistaken as outputs by the Scottish Government is 
commercialisation of research by higher education institutes. Higher Education-Business 
Community Interaction Survey for Scotland shows that in 2003-2004, 14 spin-off companies were 
set up by the Scottish HEIs. This made the number of active Scottish spinouts 123. These 
enterprises gave employment to 1,113 people and had an annual turnover of about £32 million 
(Scottish Government, 2006a). Based on these statistics the Survey claims, “…universities and 
colleges contribute to the competitiveness of Scotland’s economy through the commercialisation and transfer 
of knowledge. This activity is more intensive in Scotland than would be expected based on its population 
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size… Scottish expenditure on Higher Education Research and Development as a percentage of GDP is 
among the highest of all OECD countries”.  
 
The claim of contribution of commercialisation and transfer of knowledge by the Scottish 
universities to the competitiveness of the Scottish economy, however, is difficult to accept. As 
shown earlier, there is no relationship between money spent in a UK region on R&D by universities 
and innovation by its businesses. Much of the university research, moreover, is basic and its 
evolution into commercially successful products or technologies is a long, complex and uncertain 
process. A minuscule proportion of all university research is commercialised. Often researchers 
would carry away with them their research output and the fact that Scotland has one of the highest 
rates of PhD graduates working outside the UK1 provides no solace. Most importantly, as the Table 
5 shows, in the economy of Scotland, university spin-off’s economic contribution is almost zero.  
 
Table 5: University Spin-off’s Economic Contribution, Scotland, 2004 
 No. of Units Employment Turnover, £ million 
Scotland, Total 270,430 2,429,420 198,000 
HEIs Spin-offs 123 1113 32 
HEIs Spin-offs as a percentage of 
total 0.045% 0.046% 0.016% 
HEIs Spin-offs as a percentage of 
total, rounded to one decimal place 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Source: Based on data in Higher Education-Business Community Interaction Survey 2003-2004 and Scottish Business 
Statistics, 2004 
 
Small business innovation in Scotland: 
 
The final report of DTZ Pieda consulting on Scottish Business Attitudes to Research, 
Development and Innovation (Scottish Government, 2005) describes cases of small innovative 
companies in Scotland. It reports, “There are two types of small innovative companies in Scotland, the 
university spin out and the single site manufacturer or technical consultancy. The University spinouts 
interviewed appeared to be more of a source of innovative ideas than the single site manufacturer. The single 
site companies interviewed tended to be undertaking lower level adaptation of existing technology mainly for 
particular customers to distinguish themselves from the competition and to assist in reducing their costs so 
that both their products and their service provision can be seen to be competitive. This type of innovation 
                                                 
1
 http://www.grad.ac.uk accessed on 19 September 2007 
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tends to be relatively low risk compared to research being undertaken where an end customer has not been 
identified.”  
 
This report, thus, identifies two kinds of innovative small companies in Scotland, the university 
spinouts, and the low-tech single-site manufacturers, involved in ‘lower level adaptation of existing 
technology’. The Annual Survey of Small Businesses for Scotland in 2005 (Scottish Government 
Social Research, 2006) reveals that a quarter of all small businesses in Scotland introduced new or 
significantly improved products or services circa 2004. As shown above, university spinouts in 
Scotland constitute less than 0.05% of its firms. As the Scottish university spinouts employed, on 
an average, only 9 persons in 2004, it can be safely presumed that they are all small firms. As 
small firms constitute 99% of all Scottish firms, we can say that university spinouts in Scotland 
constitute around 0.05% of its small firms. The remaining 24.95% of small Scottish companies that 
innovated in 2004 therefore must fall in the second category. This is corroborated by our research 
on Scottish food SMEs where all the investigated innovative companies fit the description of the 
second type (Vyas, 2009). This means that 99.95% of innovation-active small firms in Scotland 
carry out low-tech innovation without any conventional R&D and the Scottish Government’s 
perception of R&D driven high-tech innovation in Scotland is a myth.  
 
European Innovation Scoreboard: 
 
Equating innovation inputs with innovation output is not confined to Scotland. It is an EU-wide 
phenomenon. The European Commission’s agency, PRO INNO Europe, publicises innovation 
performance of nations and regions in Europe. In its recent report it ranks Scotland, as shown in 
Table 6, at 89th amongst 203 EU, and at 11th amongst 12 UK, regions (European Commission, 
2006). 
Table 6: UK regions in European Innovation Scoreboard, 2006 
Rank Region Innovation Score 
12 South East 0.72 
17 Eastern 0.69 
35 London 0.59 
37 South West 0.58 
42 West Midlands 0.57 
47 East Midlands   0.57 
56 North West 0.54 
72 Yorkshire and The Humber 0.49 
78 North East 0.48 
 11 
80 Wales 0.48 
89 Scotland 0.45 
113 Northern Ireland  0.41 
Source: European Innovation Scoreboard 2006 
   
As mentioned earlier, the last two Community Innovation Surveys (European Commission, 
2004; Scottish Government 2007) have shown that Scotland’s innovation performance is more or 
less on par with the UK average on most counts of innovation outputs and better than most regions 
on some of them. 
 
Why then in this analysis does it turn out to be such a poor performer? The reason is that 
European Innovation scoreboard does not take into account innovation outputs but considers only 
innovation inputs to measure the innovativeness of a region. The scoreboard is based on the 
following seven criteria: 
 
REGIONAL INNOVATION SCOREBOARD INDICATORS 
1. Human Resources in Science and Technology – Core (% of population) 
2. Participation in life-long learning (per 100 population aged 25-64) 
3. Public R&D expenditures (% of GDP) 
4. Business R&D expenditures (% of GDP) 
5. Employment in medium-high and high-tech manufacturing (% of total workforce) 
6. Employment in high-tech services (% of total workforce) 
7. EPO patents (per million population) 
 
These criteria make it obvious that within EU too, innovation is visualised from a narrow high-
tech, R&D centric perspective and perhaps the Scottish view of innovation is a legacy of Scotland’s 
pan-European existence. However, as CIS3 and CIS4 clearly demonstrate, innovation is not 
confined to high and medium tech sectors and the calculations above show that amongst the 
Scottish SMEs it predominantly occurs in low-tech enterprises. There is therefore no logical reason 
to persist with a high-tech and R&D centric view of innovation in Scotland.  
 
The previous research: 
 
It is interesting to note in this context that as early as in 1970s innovation research has shown 
that R&D is a misleading indicator of innovation, particularly in small firms. Many reasons are cited 
for this. One, R&D is only one (that too a minor part) of the innovation costs and outcomes (Stead, 
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1976), two, small enterprises usually have no formal R&D departments (Kleinknecht, 1987; 
Santarelli and Sterlacchini, 1990; Kleinknecht and Reijnen, 1991) and  three, in small firms R&D 
has a ‘developmental, rather than a fundamental, focus’ and is ‘spread across a number of 
functional units, rather than captured (largely) within a single R&D function’ (Sterlacchini, 1990). 
Despite this and despite its candid admission, ‘the paucity of formal R&D need not inevitably equate to 
low levels of innovation’ and ‘the Scottish economy is disproportionately composed of low R&D intensity 
sectors (such as knitwear, food processing, tourism and so on)… (Scottish Government, 2005), for some 
inexplicable reasons, the government in Scotland continues to hold and act on a R&D centric high-
tech focussed stance on innovation.  
 
Even amongst some academics a high-tech perspective of innovation persists. Frenz et al., 
(2004) have tried to explain the higher incidence of novel product and process innovation in 
Scotland despite low R&D per employee, purely from such an outlook. They believe that four 
factors explain this. These are, higher proportion of science and engineering graduates as 
employees, greater use of the science base as a source of knowledge and information, higher 
propensity to enter into cooperative arrangements for innovation with universities and research 
organisations and higher proportion of Scottish innovators receiving public policy support for their 
innovation activity. 
 
As explained above, much of business innovation in Scotland is in low-tech sectors, which form 
the core of Scottish economy. The findings of our work on Scottish SMEs also show that the 
innovative small food companies in Scotland do not hire science and engineering graduates, they 
do not use science base as a source of information and do not have cooperative arrangements for 
innovation with universities and research organisations (Vyas, 2009). Frenz et al.'s above 
explanation, thus, does not reflect the true nature of innovation in Scotland. The reason for 
Scotland’s above average performance in innovation despite its proportionately low R&D is due to 
the fact that formal R&D has no role to play in the process of innovation in the majority of low-tech 
SMEs of which the Scottish economy mainly comprises.  
 
Conclusions: 
 
The Scottish Government pays great attention to monitoring innovation performance of Scottish 
businesses and is determined to make Scotland a much more innovative region than what it is. 
There is overwhelming consensus in government circles in Scotland that innovation is a precursor 
to both competitiveness and growth (Scottish Government, 2004). To this end, several initiatives 
are taken by the Scottish Government. Many studies on these concerns are also commissioned, 
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compiled and made public at considerable cost (Scottish Government, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006a, 
2006b, 2007 and Scottish Government Social Research, 2006). These efforts, however, are largely 
misdirected as the approach of the Scottish Government reflects a fallacious notion of innovation. It 
is presumed that innovation is always science led, occurs mostly in high-tech sectors and is caused 
principally by the investments in R&D. As Scotland has a poor record of business enterprise R&D, 
the focus, thus, is to encourage businesses into spending more on R&D and maintain high levels of 
government R&D to augment low spending by businesses on this count (Scottish Government, 
2006b). This, as explained above, reflects an imperfect understanding of the innovation process in 
general and its nature in the Scottish economy. The fact that in low-tech and traditional sectors, 
which are the mainstay of the Scottish economy, R&D in the conventional sense has no role, must 
be understood and embedded in policy. There is, thus, an urgent need to break free from a R&D-
centric high-tech view of innovation and search for innovation in the heart of Scottish manufacturing 
which is quite innovative not despite being low-tech but because of it.  
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